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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



1 . Applicant's arguments filed 12/08/2003 have been fully considered but they are not 

persuasive. Applicant argues, ". . .there is no disclosure in Maturi of synchronization with 
a system timestamp for an application system that is coupled to the decoder circuit but 
not with the receiver circuit. . ." (page 9 lines 22-23, page 10 line 1). Maturi shows that 
the entire synchronization method and use of timestamps is for an application system, or 
some AV receiving system to display the decoded data (col. 4 lines 40-52). Maturi 
shows that this decoder system is used to supply AV data to a presentation system, or 
application system. Furthermore, Maturi shows that an application system would be 
coupled to the decoder circuit but not the receiver circuit (fig. 3 items 30 and 32). As 
seen in figure 3, the video and audio decoder circuits output data to the video presentation 
devices (video and audio out), therefor they are coupled to the application system. The 
receiver circuit ("bit-stream in" and pre-parser 22) is coupled to the decoder circuits 
through a bus, and is not directly coupled to the application circuit. The remainder of the 
arguments do not pertain to a specific limitation in the claims. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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2. Claims 4, 7, 8, 13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
clearly anticipated by Maturi et al. 

Regarding Claim 4, Maturi shows a method for synchronizing a digital video host 
system including a receiver circuit and a decoder circuit coupled through a system bus 
(fig. 3) comprising receiving a first transport packet from a transmitter (col. 2 lines 55- 
67), capturing a first system time clock timestamp at the start of receiving the first packet 
(col. 3 lines 20-25, 30-46, col. 7 lines 22-45, 64-67, col. 8 lines 1-15), obtaining a 
program clock reference timestamp (col. 5 lines 50-56), comparing the first STC 
timestamp to the PCR timestamp to generate comparison results (coll. 7 lines 22-45, 65- 
67, col. 8 lines 1-30), and adjusting the STC frequency based on the comparison results in 
order to maintain synchronization (col. 8 lines 37-49). Maturi shows capturing a system 
timestamp with the decoder (col. 7 lines 22-36) and adjusting the system timestamp with 
a scaled offset based on a message delay time between the decoder and receiver to 
maintain synchronization (col. 7 lines 22-53, col. 8 lines 1-47). Also, Maturi shows that 
an application system would be coupled to the decoder circuit but not the receiver circuit 
(fig. 3 items 30 and 32). As seen in figure 3, the video and audio decoder circuits output 
data to the video presentation devices (video and audio out), therefor they are coupled to 
the application system. The receiver circuit ("bit-stream in" and pre-parser 22) is coupled 
to the decoder circuits through a bus, and is not directly coupled to the application circuit. 

Regarding Claim 7, Maturi shows receiving data from the decoder into a register 
in a bus interface (see fig. 3, col. 3 lines 10-42), latching a second timestamp of the STC 
into another register in the bus after receiving the data (col. 3 lines 30-45, col. 5 lines 50- 
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55, col 6 lines 10-18, col. 7 lines 20-50), and providing the second timestamp to the 
decoder by way of the register (col. 7 lines 28-36, col. 8 lines 1-48). Furthermore, it is 
clear that this decoder performs this operation a numerous amount of times, providing 
multiple timestamps, in order to process and synchronize the thousands of data packets 
required to play a stream of video. 

Regarding Claim 8, Maturi shows that the decoder is part of an audio- visual 
interface and the application system is an audio-visual system (col 4 lines 40-52). 

Regarding Claim 13, the limitations of the system claim has been discussed with 
regards to the method claim of Claim 4. 

Regarding Claim 16, the limitations of the system claim has been discussed with 
regards to the method claim of Claim 7. 

Regarding Claim 17, Maturi shows that the decoder is part of an audio-visual 
interface and the application system is an audio-visual system (col. 4 lines 40-52). 

Regarding Claim 20, Maturi shows a method for synchronizing a digital video 
host system including a receiver circuit and a decoder circuit coupled through a system 
bus (fig. 3) comprising receiving a first transport packet from a transmitter (col. 2 lines 
55-67), capturing a first system time clock timestamp at the start of receiving the first 
packet (col. 3 lines 20-25, 30-46, col. 7 lines 22-45, 64-67, col. 8 lines 1-15), obtaining a 
program clock reference timestamp (col. 5 lines 50-56), comparing the first STC 
timestamp to the PCR timestamp to generate comparison results (coll. 7 lines 22-45, 65- 
67, col. 8 lines 1-30), and adjusting the STC frequency based on the comparison results in 
order to maintain synchronization (col: 8 lines 37-49). Maturi shows capturing a system 





' Application/Control Number: 09/650,329 
Art Unit: 2611 



Page 5 



timestamp with the decoder (col. 7 lines 22-36) and adjusting the system timestamp with 
a scaled offset based on a message delay time between the decoder and receiver to 
maintain synchronization (col. 7 lines 22-53, col 8 lines 1-47). Maturi shows receiving 
data from the decoder into a register in a bus interface (see fig. 3, col. 3 lines 10-42), 
latching a second timestamp of the STC into another register in the bus after receiving the 
data (col. 3 lines 30-45, col. 5 lines 50-55, col. 6 lines 10-18, col. 7 lines 20-50), and 
providing the second timestamp to the decoder by way of the register (col. 7 lines 28-36, 
col 8 lines 1-48). Furthermore, it is clear that this decoder performs this operation a 
numerous amount of times, providing multiple timestamps, in order to process and 
synchronize the thousands of data packets required to play a stream of video. 

Regarding Claim 21, Maturi shows that the decoder is part of an audio-visual 
interface (col. 4 lines 40-52). 

Regarding Claim 24, the limitations of the claim have been discussed with regards 
to Claim 20. 

Regarding Claim 25, Maturi shows that the decoder is part of an audio-visual 
interface (col. 4 lines 40-52). 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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3. Claims 9, 18, 22, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maturi et al. 

Regarding Claims 9 and 18, Maturi fails to show that the decoder is part of a 
computer network interface and the application system is a networked computer system. 
Official Notice is taken that it is well known and expected in the art for a decoder to be 
included in a computer network. This allows the network to send MPEG data in order to 
display video. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include the decoder in a computer network interface 
so that the computer network could decode and display MPEG data. 

Regarding Claim 22, Maturi fails to show that the decoder is part of a computer 
network interface. Official Notice is taken that it is well known and expected in the art 
for a decoder to be included in a computer network. This allows the network to send 
MPEG data in order to display video. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the decoder in a 
computer network interface so that the computer network could decode and display 
MPEG data. 

Regarding Claim 26, Maturi fails to show that the decoder is part of a computer 
network interface. Official Notice is taken that it is well known and expected in the art 
for a decoder to be included in a computer network. This allows the network to send 
MPEG data in order to display video. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the decoder in a 
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computer network interface so that the computer network could decode and display 
MPEG data. 

4. Claims 19 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maturi 
et al in further view of Dokic (5,699,392). 

Regarding Claim 19, Maturi shows that adjustments are made with an offset but 
fails to show that this offset is scaled by a non-unitary value. Dokic shows using a scale 
factor to change a correction factor (col. 9 lines 50-65). This scale factor can be a wide 
variety of values, depending on the situation. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Maturi with 
the scaling ability of Dokic so that the system could handle a wide range of 
synchronization errors. 

Regarding Claim 23, the limitations of the claim have been discussed with regards 
to Claim 19. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher R Nalevanko whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8093. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Faile can be reached on 703-305-4380. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9314 for regular 
communications and 703-872-9314 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-4700. 



Christopher Nalevanko 



AU2611 
703-305-8093 



February 19, 2004 
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